Several reasons have been offered for the depressed values of coefficients of correlation between performance evaluation scores and test scores for tests that otherwise seem to have high validity. Most of these studies have concerned themselves with only the first year performance measure. This study was undertaken to broadbase the validity design by including performance measures of three subsequent years. Data on the test and performance scores of a sample of executives were analysed. The results indicate that though test scores may not show significant relationship with the first year performance appraisal score, they show positive and significant relationship with subsequent performance appraisal scores. The results are explained in terms of changed performance evaluation.
The results of validity studies on selection tests seem to be inconclusive. Some tests have been shown in particular selection situations to lack validity, while others have been found to possess useful degrees of validity. Ghiselli (1966) found an average validity coefficient between test and performance of 0.19 in the studies conducted between 1920 and 1966. The researches of Lent, Aurbach, and Levin (1971) and Smith et al. (1973) further supported this finding. However, a subsequent survey of the studies extended to 1973 by Ghiselli (1973) showed the average coefficient to improve to 0.22. In another study Govindrajan (1971) used a battery of 12 tests to discriminate between "good" and "bad" mechanics and found that only three tests could do so. Similarly, Monappa and Saiyadain's study (1976) on samples from three organizations found a lack of relationship between test scores and performance measures. The values of coefficients ranged from 0.11 to 0.26. Test scores were found to predict neither overall performance nor the specific clusters of performance elements.
On the other hand, studies carried out by Chatterjee and Mukherjee (1974) during 1970-73 in seven public and private sector companies showed that test scores predicted performance much better than other selection components. In Kardak's (1971) study, a test constructed on the lines of the Wonderlic Personnel Test was administered to 24 junior officers in a bank. The test scores were correlated with confidential reports and the bi-serial coefficient was found to be 0.68.
Though there is some evidence of positive relationship between the test and the performance data, correlations in most of the cases have been found to be quite low. Some of the reasons for low correlation between the test and the performance scores are examined below.
The most serious reason is unreliable criteria. Despite tremendous advancement in the nature and methodology of testing, criteria have remained a weak link between predictor-criterion relationship. Smith eta/. (1973) have provided the criterion characteristics that should be taken into account in most cases. Their survey revealed that judgement in the form of supervisory rating was used most often (85 out of 118 studies). Because of leniency, negative skew, and small variability, supervisory ratings have been questioned and pointed out to be one of the several factors contributing to depressed correlation (Monappa and Saiyadain, 1976) .
Several alternate criteria have been suggested. Gnyton's (1969) study used a combination of salary, investments, debts, club membership, and positions in managerial hierarchy as indices of success. Various attempts have been made to suggest models for developing criteria. Cravens and Woodruff's (1973) Model of Sales Territory Performance for Salesman, and Lent et al's. (1971) Significant Batting Average Methods are just two examples.
The validity coefficients may be an underestimation of the predictive power of the test because test scores are correlated with "global" performance criteria (Ghiselli, 1973) . In other words, a single test measures only one or a few traits of the several required for a job, while the criterion is a sum total of the performance on the job requiring all the necessary traits. The fact that a test does not cover all criterion components may reduce its correlation with criteria.
A third reason would be lack of operational validity. The two components of a testing programme are test administration and its interpretation. Validation of these components leads to a better predictability of test scores. Monappa and Saiyadain (1976) suggested that test anxiety or test wiseness may depress the value of the coefficient. Byham and Temlock (1972) have quoted the following example of operational validity from a corporation's policy statement:
Personnel test will be used under conditions which promote their maximum possible contribution to selection and placement decisions and fair opportunity to all test takers. Therefore, two aspects of this policy are: a) determining the validity of a test for a given position and b) insuring through proper administration and interpretation of tests that valid prediction is in practice achieved, (p. 654) Although training of the person administering the test is important its significance has often been underemphasized. For example, Poduval (1973) claimed that it was not necessary to have the services of a professional in test administration. Manuals that come along with the test are sufficient to guide any layman to administer the test Unfortunately, a part of the problem of validity lies precisely in this "unau thorized" practice. On the other hand, certain test authors insist that the use of the test be restricted to "registered approved users" who have undergone training in administering the test (Odams and Smithers, 1973) . Shanthamani and Hafeez (1975) very strongly suggest that tests should be administered by trained personnel.
Validity coefficients are based on a small group of applicants selected for employment. This is a curtailed sample and not the total population that originally applied. The higher the cut-off score for selection, the higher the average and the lower the standard deviation. The small size of the "qualified" group makes the results somewhat misleading. Restriction of range, as this phenomenon has come to be 255 Vikalpa known, is one of the major factors in lowering the validity coefficients. Thorndike (1949) , however, has suggested statistical techniques to project the degree of coefficient for unrestricted groups.
One factor that seems to cut through all these reasons is that in a majority of cases only the first year's performance score has been used. Most of the validity coefficients are calculated with reference to the first year performance measure, which itself may not be very valid. The first few months on the job, particularly for those for whom it is the first job, can be quite trying. Adjustments have to be made and for some it means a change in their life style. By the time the employee is adjusted and performing at his normal rate, performance evaluation is around the corner. This along with the problems inherent in performance appraisal can have a significant effect on the validity coefficients.
To study the effectiveness of test for personnel selection, therefore, validity designs need to be slightly modified. In addition to correlating the test score with performance in the first year, it should be correlated to subsequent performance measures before a decision to accept or reject the test is made. Such a procedure will have the advantage of not only looking at the shortterm but also the long-term effectiveness of tests. It will also take into account some of the problems inherent in the first year's performance evaluation.
Correlating test scores with performance in subsequent years has not been very widely explored. Wernimont and Kirchner (1972) correlated test scores (15 tests of the Edwards Personnel Preference Schedule Scale) with subsequent performance measures for the next ten years and found varying degrees of relationships. For some factors like aggression, achievement exhibition, affiliation, autonomy, heterosexuality, and deference, the association increased over the years from negative to positive and some time significant, while for others (change, dominance, order, endurance, nurturance, and abasement) it decreased and in fact became negative in direction, some of it being statistically significant.
In another study, Chatterjee and Mukherjee (1974) found a multiple correlation of 0.60 between test scores and later performance criteria whereas the average corresponding figure for interview, group discussion, and application evaluation was 0.30. In fact, individual correlations with various test segments ranged from 0.30 to 0.47 while for the other three components they ranged from -0.01 to -0.51 (mark all negative). However, no comparative data on associations with earlier performance are given and hence it is difficult to conclude whether this represents an improvement over the other.
This study examines the usefulness of a selection test by expanding the scope of validity design. In addition to correlating the test scores with the first year performance, it correlates them with the scores on subsequent performance measures.
Methods and Procedure
Three manufacturing organizations in the private sector in India were approached for data. Although these organizations had other tests and personality inventories for selection, the Wonderlic Personnel Test or an adapted version of it was the only common test among them.
The Wonderlic Personnel Test consists of items designed specially for people applying for business and industrial positions. The test is so named to reduce the hesitancy and fear in taking it. Furthermore, in this test when an applicant does not meet the critical scores he is not turned down because of "lack of mental ability" (Wonderlic, 1959) . All the necessary directions are given on the first page, and sample questions indicate clearly the type of questions the applicant will find within the test. The 50 items Vol. 5, No. 4, October 1980 constitute the examination and are answered by the respondents without interruption.
The sample organizations have management trianee schemes of selecting young graduates and posting them to first level of management after successful completion of the probationary/training period. The sample was drawn from the trainees who were selected during 1963-72 and ware placed in the regular cadre. The ultimate sample consisted of those who had already put in three years service.
Data on their test scores and performance evaluation were collected from their personal files. Data beyond three years of evaluation could not be collected because a) the sample was considerably reduced and b) one of the organizations introduced a new system and performance appraisal form. The size of the sample varied over the years. In the first year of evaluation the sample size was 90 which got reduced to 59 and 39 in the second and third evaluation years respectively.
The organizations evaluated the executives on more or less similar contents. However, the formats of their appraisal forms were different. The performance appraisal as well as the test scores were converted at each year period into standard scores to combine the three organizations and to use them as a single population. The normalized scores were used for analysis.
Results
Half of the standard scores were negative in sign; so the computation was difficult. Therefore, using Guilford's method (1956) to overcome this shortcoming by converting all scores to positive, means and standard deviation estimates for the test and performance appraisal scores of the three years were calculated (Table 1) . The bottom line of Table 1 also gives the coefficient values between the test and performance appraisal scores. The values were arrived at by using the method suggested by Welkowitz, Ewen, and Cohen (1971) .
The results indicated no relationship between test scores and first year performance appraisal scores. However, the relationship between the two for the second and third years turned out to be significant. In fact it showed a trend of continuous increase with subsequent performance scores.
But why did this happen? Since the normalization procedure made it impossible to see what caused the increase in coefficient data of the 90 respondents were presented in a scatter diagram (see Figure 1) showing the bivariate distribution of the two normalized scores and also identifying those who dropped out after first and second years (Table 2) .
One clear trend was the increase in the number of people getting positive performance score after two and three years on the job. In Table 2 this was represented by 19 per cent, 45 per cent, and 56 per cent for those who left after the first evaluation, the second evaluation, and those who continued respectively. The distribution of the number of respondents under positive and negative test scores did not show as marked a variation as in performance scores. Thus the increasing coefficient seemed to be a function of changed performance evaluation after second and third years on the job.
Discussion
Test scores were correlated with the first and two subsequent performance appraisal scores. The results suggested that the validity coefficient indicating the degree of relationship between test scores and the first performance appraisal scores might be misleading. The low coefficient seemed to be an artifact which disappeared when the test scores were correlated with the subsequent performance appraisal scores.
The most typical feature of the follow-up validation studies was a decreasingly smaller size of the sample. Poor and/or exceptional employees 270 Vikalpa on the job were either discharged, promoted, or left their jobs voluntarily over the years. Those who stayed on improved their performance, and this was reflected in the evaluation causing increase in the value of the coefficient between the test scores and the performance scores.
Because of poor relationship between the test scores and the first year performance, a number of researchers have suggested looking into alternate methods of tapping abilities so far measured by selection tests. Lipset (1972) suggested that information from various selection tools and techniques can be reduced to four manageable aspects of applicants, background: work experience, educational activities, extracurricular activities, and personal factors relating to marriage, family life, financial circumstances, and life style. These could differently predict the performance of an employee. He, however, cautioned that if valid tests were readily available it would be appropriate to use them. . 5. No. 4, October 1980 Wernimont and Kirchner (1972) suggested an alternative in terms of relying on the accumulated experience of management personnel in making selection.
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Suggestions for alternative methods to test have arisen probably because the outcome reflects insufficient preparation for a testing programme. To be meaningful, selection tests require organizations to have established their own norms for various samples and levels, have frequent updating of tests, lay a scientific basis for the use of the scores on tests, and organize training programmes for administrators. Shanthamani and Hafeez (1975) showed that except for one none of the companies had developed their own norms. Fifty per cent have been using the same test over 5 to 15 years.
Dropping tests from selection does not solve the problem but may increase it. As O'Leary (1972) points out, "an employer who discontinues valid employment test not only increases expense by high employees turnover and poor performance but he may increase the probability of unfair employment practices through human udgement" (p. 172).
The present study suggests that some of these issues could be taken care of by continued use of the test. To understand its usability, however, correlating it with only the first year performance will not be sufficient. It should be correlated with one or more subsequent performance appraisal scores because it identifies the point in time when some employees achieve effectiveness in performance. Such a procedure may probably entail rigour and continuous research which only a few organizations may be able to afford. In fact Ash and Kroeker (1975) , after reviewing the literature on personnel selection, conclude that "small organizations unable or unwilling to establish the validity of the test they use will give up the uncritical offthe-shelfs use of tests. However those seriously interested in selecting the right personnel have to put in extra efforts to be sure that the tests that they use really help them to make a valid selection decision."
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